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Peer review has been a formal part of scientific communi-
cation since the first scientific journals appeared more than 
300 years ago. The Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 
Society, a British scientific journal first published in 1665, 
is thought to be the beginning of the formal peer review pro-
cess1,2. The Journal of the Korean Association of Oral and 
Maxillofacial Surgeons (JKAOMS) has also used peer review 
for scientific communication and discussion since its launch 
in 1975 by handwritten letters, emails, and most recently, via 
an online submission system. 

Peer review is the evaluation of work by one or more peo-
ple with similar competencies as the producers of the work2. 
This review functions as a test or regulation by qualified pro-
fessionals within the relevant field, which leads to improved 
quality of published research and networking within research 
communities. It remains the only widely accepted method 
for research validation and has continued successfully with 
relatively few changes3,4. Dr. Lachmann has described peer 
review as being to science what democracy is to politics. It is 
not the most efficient mechanism, but it is the least corrupt-
ible5. 

However, the reviewers and editors of several journals have 
raised the issue of transparency of peer review process and 
have sought to change the current procedures for anonymous 
peer review6,7. Three types of peer review, single-, double- 

and triple-blind reviews (Table 1), are the most commonly 
used review processes and have fundamental issues related 
to anonymity7,8. For example, it is typically possible for the 
reviewers to identify the authors, which results in impartial 
decisions, delayed publication, and unnecessarily harsh criti-
cism. Therefore, open peer review, peer review where au-
thors’ and reviewers’ identities are disclosed to one another, 
is a growing trend in scholarly publishing8. Several subtypes 
of open peer review have been suggested, the most common 
type being when both the reviewer and author are known to 
each other during the peer review process. Some journals 
publish reviewers’ names on the article page, or peer review 
reports alongside the article, whether signed or anonymous. 
Another type of open peer review is publication of peer re-
view reports (signed or anonymous) together with authors’ 
and editors’ responses alongside the article.

Despite the expectations of open peer review preventing 
malicious comments, plagiarism, and encouraging honest 
open responses, the majority of referees believed it would 
achieve the opposite effect and promote less open and less 
honest reports8,9. Many felt that anonymity was key to re-
viewing to avoid politics. Some reviewers said their opinions 
would be less likely to be direct and honest if their comments 
and identities were open to the public9. It was also believed 
that a junior researcher reviewing an eminent scientist’s 
work would be less likely to be honest for fear of affecting 
their own career or funding opportunities. Open reviewing 
is practiced in the British Medical Journal for example, and 
in a study conducted by the journal itself, it recognized there 
was no discernable improvement in the quality of reviewing; 
importantly, open reviewing significantly increased the likeli-
hood of reviewers declining to review10.

Therefore, open peer review, a new trend in scholarly pub-
lishing, could have limitation with regard to global scientific 
journal policy. Rather than abandoning blind peer review, we 
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should seek to improve its transparency, using the follow-
ing processes: 1) anonymity can be maintained; 2) multiple 
reviewers should be involved; 3) the duration of the review 
process should be announced ahead; 4) how the final deci-
sion is made should be openly understood by the authors and 
reviewers; 5) rejection rates of the journal should be publicly 
available; and 6) feedback should be given to reviewers. Edi-
tors, referees, and the readers of JKAOMS should consider 
the pros and cons of ongoing changes in scholarly publishing, 
especially the current trend in open peer review, as we work 
toward improving fairness and transparency in scientific pub-
lications. 
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Table 1. Types of peer review and points to consider regarding each type

Type Description Advantages Disadvantages

Single-blind review The names of the reviewers are 
hidden from the author.

Reviewer anonymity allows for 
impartial decisions.

Reviewers may use their 
anonymity as a justification for 
being unnecessarily critical or 
harsh when commenting on the 
authors’ work.

Double-blind review Both the reviewer and the author 
are anonymous.

Author anonymity limits reviewer 
bias based on an author’s gender, 
country of origin, academic 
status, or previous publication 
history.

Reviewers can often identify the 
author through their writing style, 
subject matter, or self-citation – 
it is difficult to guarantee total 
author anonymity.

Triple-blind review Reviewers are anonymous and 
the author’s identity is unknown 
to both the reviewers and the 
editor.

This can minimize any potential 
bias towards the author(s).

The complexities involved with 
anonymizing articles/authors to 
this level are considerable.

It is still difficult to guarantee total 
author anonymity.

Open review A term for many different models 
aiming at greater transparency 
during and after the peer review 
process.

The most common subtype is when 
both the reviewer and author are 
known to each other during the 
peer review process.

Many believe this is the best way 
to improve transparency of the 
review process. 

Others see open review as a 
less honest process, in which 
politeness or fear of punishment 
may cause a reviewer to hesitate 
or tone down criticism.
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